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PREFACE

The emergence of state-level governing and coordinating boards as
participants in the determination of higher education policies 1s a
relatively recent phenomenon, a majority of these agencies having
come 1nto existence since 1960. (A notable exception, of course, is
the New York Board of Regents, created in 1784.,) Given the diverse
history and present circumstances of collegiate education in the

various states, it 1s not surprising that these state-level agencies
are far from uniform in structure and function. Despite variations
in function, however, almost all of them are involved in one way or
another with the review of academic and occupational programs.

Approaches to program review are conditioned primarily by whether
the agency 1s a regulatory body or merely an advisory body--whether,
in other words, it has authority to approve or veto individual
programg or only to recommend for or against them. The number of
state-level agencies with regulatory powers in program review has
grown dramatically since 1960 when only 19 governing and
coordinating boards had such authority. As of 1978, state-level
agencies in 39 states had approval or veto authority.

California, therefore, 1s among a shrinking minority of states in
which the state-level coordinating agency remains advisory in
matters relating to the review of new or existing degree programs.
As usual, however, simple comparisons with practices in other states
are difficult and often misleading because of special circumstances
1n California. Few states, for example, have a blueprint which
delineates the functions of public colleges and universities as
precisely as does the Californis Master Plan. No state is comparable
to California in the size and scope of i1ts public higher education
enterprise. But perhaps most important, the three public segments of
higher education in California each operate through a central
administration which has program review responsibilities. In most
other states, no similar level of administration separates all the
public campuses from the statewide governing or coordinating board.

Recognizing these differences and aware that there were few, 1f any,
precedents in other states to be guided by, the Coordinating Council
for Higher Education in the late 1960s moved to formalize its

involvement 1in program review by drawing up guidelines which

identafied goals for the review process and outlined procedures to be
followed by the Council in 1ts relationship with segmental offices.
¥When finally adopted in March 1971, these guidelines provided for
annual Council review of segmental academic plans and of programs
outside the "core" which had not appeared in the academic plan for
the previous two years or which required additional staff, equip-
ment, or funds to 1nitiate. ("Core" programs were those which
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segmental and Council staff agreed in advance were essential to the
bagsic curriculum of a comprehensive campus.) The document did not
speci1fy what information academic plans or proposals should contain,
nor what criteria were to be applied by the Council in its review,

indicating that agreement on these and other essential details was to
be reached between Council and segmental staff.

The bill establishing the California Postsecondary Education Commis~
sion (AB 770, Statutes of 1974) contained explicit references to a
program review responsibility, making clear, however, that the
Commission's role was to "review and comment" on programs. An ad hoc
compittee of the new Commission, after hearing testimony from a wide
range of sources, directed the staff to prepare a statement on
guidelines and procedures that would incorporate elements of the
existing review process which the committee deemed important.

The new guidelines, adopted by the Commission in 1975, borrowed from
the Coordinating Council's earlier document but shifted its emphasis
from the review of individual program proposals to the review of
long-range segmental plans that listed programs projected for two to
five years hence. The document also established the Intersegmental
Program Review Council and assigned 1t a central role in advising the
Commission on all matters relating to program review. Finally, the
1975 guidelines called attention to the importance of campus and
segmental review of existing programs and attempted to establish a
framework for monitoring such reviews at the state level. Since that
time, recognition has grown nationally that insuring rigorous review
of existing programs 1s at least as vital a concern for state
agencies as cooxdinating the growth of new programs. However, the
proper role for state agencies, especially advisory bodies, in this
activity has been especially difficult to define.

After five year's experience with the 1975 guidelines, 1t seemed
timely to reexamine their effectiveness and to review their
appropriateness to the altered conditions of the 1980s. The
Commission therefore engaged Frank Bowen and Lyman Glenny to
evaluate state-level program review practices in California. Their
report, Quality and Accountability: An Evaluation of Statewide
Program Review Procedures, presented to the Commission in April
1981, was based on extensive consultation with Commission staff and
with administrators and faculty committees in all segments. Their
recommendations tended to endorse the directions outlined in the
1975 guidelines: (a) they called for greater attention in the review
process to State and segmental master plams, including institutional
mission statements, and less attention to 1individual program
proposals; (b) they encouraged continmuing efforts to refine the
review of existing programs; and (c) they recommended periodic
intersegmental reviews of selected program areas. Their study
provided an excellent context for Commission reconsideration of the




1975 guidelines and procedures. During mid-1%81, several drafts of
the revised guidelines were widely reviewed by representatives of
the segments of California higher education. The present version was
adopted at the December 1981 meeting of the Commission.

The goal of all the discussions and of the following document has
been to contribute to a process that will insure, with economy of
means, the greatest possible variety of quality higher education
programs for Californians.
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THE COMMISSION'S ROLE IN THE REVIEW OF
DEGREE AND CERTIFICATE PROGRAMS

I. LEGISLATIVE MANDATE FOR THE COMMISSION'S ROLE

In establishing the California Postsecondary Education Commission as
the statewide planning and coordinating agency for postsecondary
education, the Legislature recognized the review of academic and
occupational programs as one of the central functions of the
Commission. Among the agency's other functions and responsibili-
ties, these relating to program review are designated:

1.

11.

13.

It shall require the governing boards of the segments of
public postsecondary education to develop and submit to the
commission institutional and systemwide long-range plans 1in
a form determined by the commission after consultation with
the segments.

It shall prepare a five-year state plan for postsecondary
education which shall integrate the planning efforts of the
public segments and other pertinent plans . . . . In devel-
oping such plan, the commission shall consider . . . (b) the
range and kinds of programs appropriate to each institution
or system . . . [and)] (g) the educational programs and re-
sources of private postsecondary institutions . . .

It shall review proposals by the public segments for new
brograms and make recommendations regarding such proposals
to the Legislature and the Governor.

It shall, in consultation with the public segments, establish
a schedule for segmental review of selected educational pro-
grams, evaluate the program review processes of the segments,
and report its findings and recommendations to the Governor
and the Legislature.

It shall serve as a stimulus to the segments and institu-
tions of postsecondary education by projecting and identi-
fying socletal and educational needs and encouraging adap-
tability to change.

It shall periodically review and make recommendations con-
cerning the need for and availability of postsecondary pro-
grams for adult and continuing education.

It shall maintain and update annually an inventory of all
off-campus programs and facilities for education, research
and community services operated by public and private insti-
tutions of postsecondary education (Education Code: Chap-
ter 1187, Section 22712).




II. GUIDING PRINCIPLES

In 2 system of postsecondary education consisting of a diversity of
institutions offering a wide range of programs and services, the
review of plans and programs must be guided by a concern for the
broad public interest. It must encourage programs that will increase
the knowledge and skills of individual citizens and be accessible to
everyone with the ability and desire to benefit from them. It must
support programs and activities that promise to advance the
frontiers of knowledge. And 1t must seek to foster quality within
each segment and institntion, preserving institutional identity,
initiative, and vitality in the process.

At the same time, 1t must be alert to possible unnecessary
duplication of effort, excessive costs, and inefficiencies in the
allocation of resources.

As defined in statute, the Commission's role in the review process 1s
advisory. The Commission's recommendations will be based on
criteria which, to varying degrees, should guide the process at all
levels. While all of the criteria listed below must be taken into
account, they cannot be assigned fixed weight 1n determining the need
for every degree or certificate program. The criteria to be employed
by the Commission in defining the public interest as 1t relates to
academic and occupational programs, not necessarily listed in order
of importance, are the following:

1.  Student Demand

Within reasonable limits, students should have the opportunity to
enroll in programs of study in whach they are interested and for
which they are qualified. Therefore, student demand for programs,
indicated pramarily by current and projected enrollments, is an
important consideration in deteimining the need for a program.

2 Societal Needs

Postsecondary education imnstitutions bear a responsibilaity to
fulfill societal needs for trained manpower and for an informed
citizenry. Even though projecting manpower needs 1s far from being
an exact scirence, such projections serve as one i1ndication of the
need for an existing or proposed program. As a general rule,
employment prospects for graduates constitute a more important
consideration 1in those programs oriented toward specialized
occupational fields, with certificate or associate degree programs,
the local employment market tends to be more significant than in the
case of graduate programs where the state and national manpower
situation assumes more 1mportance. Recognizing the impossibility of
achieving and maintaining a perfect balance between manpower supply



and demand 1n any given career field, it nevertheless 1s important to
both society and the individual student that the number of persons
trained 1n a field and the number of job openings remain 1n
reasonable balance.

3. Appropriateness to Institutional and Segmental Mission

Programs offered by any institution within a given segment must
comply with the delineation of function for that segment set forth in
the California Master Plan, as well as with 1ts own statement of

mission and special emphasis approved by the segmental governing
body.

4. The Number of Existing and Proposed Programs in the Field

An 1nventory of existing and proposed programs, compiled by the
Commission staff from the plans of all segments of postsecondary
education, provides the initial indication of apparent duplication
or undue proliferation of programs, both within and among the
segments. The number of programs alone, of course, cannot be
regarded as an indication of unnecessary duplication. Programs with
sumilar titles may have varying objectives; the regional
distribution of programs in public institutions 1s a consideration;
and the level of instruction is & factor. In general, each program
should be evaluated in relation to all other programs in the subject
in order to ascertain 1f the program under review represents a
responsible use of public resources.

5 Total Costs of the Program

The relative costs of a program, when compared with other programs in
the same or different program areas, constitute another criterion in
the program review process. Included in the consideration of costs
are the number of new faculty required and the student/faculty
ratios; and the equipment, library resources, and facilities
necessary to conduct the program. For a new program, it 15 necessary
to know the source of the funds required for its support, both
initially and in the long run,

6. The Maintenance and Improvement of Quality

The public interest demands that educational programs at all levels
be of the highest possible quality. While primary responsibility for
the quality of programs rests with the institution and the segment,
the Commission, for its part, 1s interested i1n indications that high
standards have been established for the operation and evaluation of
the program. In the process, 1t 1s necessary to recognize that a
proper emphasis on gquality may require more than a minimal
expenditure of resources.



7 The Advancement of Knowledge

The program review process should encourage the growth and
development of creative scholarship. When the advancement of
knowledge seems to require the continuation of existing programs or
the establishment of programs 1in new disciplines or in new
combinations of existing disciplines, such considerations as costs,
student demand, or employment opportunities may become secondary

III. DEFINITIONS
Program

An academic or occupational program 1s a series of courses arranged
1n a sequence leading to a degree or certificate.

Program Plan

An academic or occupational program plan contains at least an
inventory of the programs offered or projected by the campuses within
a segment or by a group of independent or private instatutions,
including a proposed timetable for the implementation of projected
programs. A plan should also indicate any special curricular
emphases approved for individual campuses, and may also contain
narrative descriptions of problem areas, program trends, future
needs, and other matters relating to academic planning. In general,
academic plans are prepared for five-year periods and revised and
updated annually.

Program Proposal

A program proposal 1s a document prepared by a campus describing and
justifying the need for a degree or certificate program 1t wishes to
establish.

Research Center or Organized Research Unit

A research center or organized research unit i1s a formal organization
created to manage a number of research efforts wathin a university or
segment.

Intersegmental Program Review Council

The Intersegmental Program Review Council 1s an advisory body whose
function 1s to assist the staff of the Commission 1n coordination and
review of academic plans and programs. The Council will consist of
designated representatives from the office of the President of the



University of California, the office of the Chancellor of the State
Unaiversity and Colleges, the office of the Chancellor of the
California Community Colleges, the California Postsecondary
Education Commission, and of a representative designated by the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities.
The Council will also consult, on appropriate issues, with
representatives from the State Department of Education, the
Commission on Teacher Preparation and Licensure, the Council for
Private Postsecondary Education, and the Califormnia Advisory Council
on Vocational Education.

Segmental Staff

Segmental staff refers to the designated representatives of the
chief executive officers of the segments.

Commission Staff

Commission staff refers to the designated representatives of the
Director of the Commission.

IV. COMMISSION REVIEW OF PROGRAM PLANS

Commission staff will participate in the annual program planning
cycle with each of the public segments and will prepare an annually
revised State Program Plan. The six major steps i1n this yearly cycle
are outlined below.

Step One. Segmental Preparation of Five-year Program Plans

By July 1 each year, segmental offices will prepare a five-year
academic and occupational program master plan for their segment and
submit a copy of this plan to the Commission staff. This master plan
should contain a systemwide inventory of existing graduate and
undergraduate degree and certificate programs and organized research
units, along with a list of projected degree or certificate programs
and research centers planned for establishment during the next five
years. The list should be accompanied by a brief statement (roughly
one page) for each projected program containing a description of the
program and the reasons for proposing it, the relationship of the
program to existing programs and to the mission of the campus, its
new staff and facilities requirements, and the possible date for the
program's initiation.

In addition, this segmental program master plan should indicate what
existing programs on each campus are scheduled for review during each



of the next two years. It should also identify campuses that have
been designated as centers for the special development of certain
curricular areas, comment on fields of study in which supply and
demand i1mbalances may be developing, and discuss any other 1ssues
related to program review the segment chooses to single out for
attention.

Step Two: Commission Staff Review of Segmental Plans

By August 15, the Commission staff will integrate the segmental plans
and prepare a draft of a five~year State Program Plan, identifying
potential problem areas. In 1ts review and integration of segmental
plans, Commission staff will take into account the criteria of need
listed on pp. 2-4 above and will be alert to other issues arising
from an examination of segmental plans from an intersegmental
perspective

Step Three Intersegmental Review of Draft State Program Plan

By October 1, the Intersegmental Program Review Council will meet to
refine the State Program Plan and attempt resolution of i1ssues. The
Council will consider possible conflicts among the academic master

plans of the segments, review Commission staff recommendations, and
advise Commission staff on other matters relating to the preparation
of the State Program Plan, including needed manpower and related

curricular studies which should be undertaken by the Commission.

Step Four: Commission Staff Revision of Draft Plan

By December 15, in consultation with the Council, Commission staff
will prepare a revised draft of the State Program Plan, including
i1ssues that the Council was unable to resolve, for presentation to
the Commission for its review and consideration.

Step Five: Commission Action on Plan

By January 15, after discussion and possible amendment of the plan
prepared by the staff, the Commission will adopt the final version of
the State Program Plan and submit it to the Governor and Legislature.
Step Six: Segmental Revision of Five-Year Program Plans

Finally, the segments should consider revising their five-year

program plans in harmony with recommendations in the State Program
Plan as adopted by the Commission.



V. COMMISSION REVIEW OF PROGRAM PROPOSALS

By a careful screening of projected programs listed in the segmental
program master plans, Commission staff expects to reduce the number
of detailed proposals for individual programs it reviews
intensively., If the Commission staff has not challenged a projected
program appearing in a segmental master plan for at least two years
immediately prior to 1its intended implementation date, concurrence
by Commission staff i1s to be assumed. If a proposed program has not
appeared in the segmental master plan, or 1f the need for the program
has been questioned by Commission staff in the State Program Plan,
Commission staff will review the proposal as follows:

Step One: Segmental Preparation of Program Proposal

Segmental offices will submit information in a mutually agreeable
form about proposed programs to the Commission staff for review. All
proposals for programs to be inmitiated in the fall term should be
submitted to the Commission staff before March 15. The deadline for
proposals for programs scheduled to begin in the winter or spring
term 1s October 15,

Segmental staff will also notify the Commission of their approval of
program changes that do not require Commission staff review (such as
proposed programs that have been projected in the segment's program
plan for at least two years, changes in name, options, or areas of

concentration within a program) by forwarding a brief description of
the approved change to the Commission staff for i1ts information.

Step Two Commission Staff Review of Proposal

Commission staff will review the proposal in accordance with the
criteria stated on pp. 2-4 above. If the staff does not comment on
the proposal within 60 days after i1t 1s received, concurrence with
the segmental recommendation for approval 1s to be assumed. The
Commission staff will direct questions regarding the proposal to the
segmental office rather than to the campus or program staff directly
invelved, or will consult the segmental office before communicating
with a campus.

Step Three. Segmental Review of Commission Staff Recommendation
If a segment disagrees with a recommendation from the Commission

staff regarding a program proposal, either party may bring the
proposal to the Commission for 1ts review and comment.



Step Four Commission Action on Proposals

In accordance with 1ts legislative mandate, the Commission will
report 1ts actions regarding proposals to the Legaislature and the
Governor, usually in the form of a summary of program review
activities prepared in November or December of each year.

VI COMMISSION PARTICIPATION IN THE REVIEW OF
EXISTING PROGRAMS

The public interest i1n program review on the campuses of public
institutions reguires assurance that all academic and occupational
programs are reviewed regularly and that the reviews are reasonably
rigorous and objective. Since a systematic evaluation of eXisting
degree programs is an essential part of the academic process, the
responsibility for the quantitative and qualitative review of
ex1sting programs must rest with the campus and the segments. But
because of its mandate to establish a schedule for segmental review
of selected educatiocnal programs and to evaluate the program review
processes of the segments (Item 7, p. 1 above), the Commission will
promote the adoption of a schedule on each campus and encourage
consistency in the structure and thoroughness of the review
procedures. The Commission's interest 1in segmental review
procedures, therefore, will be directed toward these ends:

a. To make certain that systematic review of existing programs 1s
occurring on all campuses within each of the segments;

b. To suggest if mnecessary, and 1n consultation with the
Intersegmental Program Review Council, procedures to be followed
in reviewing programs and in reporting the results of those
reviews; and

¢. To evaluate periodically the effectiveness of the program review
practices of the segments.

The Commission staff will seek to achieve these ends in two ways:
through (1) 1ts evaluation of regular segmental reviews of existing
programs, and (2) i1ts encouragement of special 1ntersegmental
reviews of selected program areas, as follows:

Steps mn the Evaluation of Regular Segmental Reviews of Existing
Programs

The Commission staff will request the segments to submit by November
1 each year a summary of program review activities at the campus and
systemwide levels during the most recent academic year. The summary



should report. (a) what programs and program areas were reviewed;
(b) what kind of review was conducted (1.e., regularly scheduled
review of program or department, standard review of recently
initiated program, special review of program with problems, review
of curriculum in preparation for accreditation visat, etc.); (c) who
conducted the review; (d) what criteria were used to evaluate the
program (i.e., enrollment and placement records, caliber of staff,
relation to similar programs on campuses within the segment and in
other segments, etc.); (e) what were the significant conclusions;
and (f) what actions resulted from the review {continuationm,
modification, termination, or other).

The summary report should also list all programs terminated on each
campus during the academic year.

Steps in the Encouragement of Special Intersegmental Reviews

In addition to reporting on the annual program review activities
within the segments, Commission staff, in consultation with IPRC,
will recommend a field, or fields, of study to be reviewed
concurrently by all the segments during the following year. This
special review 1s not intended to interfere with or replace any other
reviews of existing programs routinely carried out by the central
offices of the public segments or by their individual campuses.
Indeed, such reviews may supply all information necessary for the
intersegmental survey. The purpose of the i1ntersegmental review 1is
to establish a comprehensive body of information which should lead to
more 1informed judgments concerning curricular issues at all levels
of planning.

The intersegmental review should help answer some of the following
questions:

a. Do the degree or certificate programs within the field appear to
be overproducing or underproducing graduates for the related job
market?

b. Do degree or certificate programs within the field represent
appropriate adherence to the principle of differentiation of
function?

¢. What articulation or career ladder provisions are in effect
within the program area?

d. What developments within related occupational fields have
implications for educational programs?



The Commission staff, in consultation with the Council, will select
the program area or areas to be reviewed. The selection will be
based on the following considerations:

a. Saignificant changes in enrcllment over a five-year period,

b. Uneven regional distribution of programs;

¢. Large number of projected programs;

d. Rapidly changing job markets for graduates of programs; and

e. Special circumstances (request from the Governor or Legislature,
unusual public interest, review i1n one segment already planned,
or other special conditions).

For those program areas selected for review, the Commission staff

w1ll request information from each segment i1n the following

categories, as appropriate:

a. Five-year history of enrollments and degrees granted 1in areas
under review,

b. Program costs;
c. Records of placements; and

d. Institutional comments on relation of program to institutional
mission, results of recent reviews of program, importance to
students, and future plans for the program.

Commission staff will be responsible for integrating the information
from all the segments, for reviewing developments within the program
area and related occupational fields, and for making
recommendations. In those areas in which an extensive written report
seems appropriate, the Commission staff will work with a specially
appointed technical advisory committee in preparing the report or
consider hiring a consultant to conduct the study.

VII. STAFF RELATIONSHIPS
1. Intersegmental Program Review Council

In addition to the specific functions identified in this document,
the Council will serve as the established forum for the sharing of
ideas, observations, and concerns among 1ts members. Developments
related to program review within any segment--for example, plans
for, or the status of, systemwide reviews of a certain field of
study--should be reported at IPRC meetings. The Council will
function in whatever ways seem feasible to identify, discuss, and
help resolve curricular i1ssues with intersegmental implications.
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2. General Relationships

Between meetings of the Intersegmental Program Review Council,
Commission staff may:

a, Initiate discussion with any segment on matters of mutual
interest;

b. Request information necessary for carrying out the Commission's
program review responsibilities;

c¢. Suggest, where appropriate, cooperative programs involving two
or more segments; and

d. Identify and comment on apparent unmet needs in postsecondary
programs and services,

VIII APPEAL PROCEDURE

Any action or decision resulting from procedures described in this
document may be appealed to the full Commission by any of the parties
represented on the Intersegmental Program Review Council.
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Calfornia Postsecondary Education Commus-
s10n 15 a citizen board established n 1974 by the Leg-
1slature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califorrua’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Comnussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appomnted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education mm Cahforma Two student members are
appomtied by the Governor

As of January 1994, the Commussioners representing
the general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Vice Chair
Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach

Guillermo Rodniguez, Jr, San Francisco
Melinda G Wilson, Torrance

Linda J Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen Wnight, San Jose

Representatives of the segments are
Alice J Gonzales, Rocklin, appointed by the
Regents of the University of Califormia,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appomted by
the Calhiforma State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale; appomnted by the
Board of Govemors of the Califorma
Commumty Colleges,

Ted J. Saenger, San Francisco, appomted by
the Trustees of the Califorma State Unmiversity,
Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent Califorma’s independent
colleges and unuversities, and

Frank R Martinez, San Luis Obispo, alternate
appoted by the Council for Private
Postsecondary and Vocational Education

The student representatives are

Chnstopher A Lowe, Placentia
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
ernor to “assure the effective utilization of pubhe postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby ehminating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity,
inovation, and responsiveness to student and societal
needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 mstitutions of postsecondary
¢ducation n Californua, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, universities, and professional and
occupational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Comimussion does not govern or administer any mstitutions,
nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other goverming, admimistrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at whuch it debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the lugh school n Califorma By law,
1ts meetings are open to the pubhic Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by wniting the Commission 1n
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carried out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the gmdance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D, who 1s appointed by
the Commssion

Further information about the Commssion and 1ts pubii-
cations may be obtamned from the Commussion offices at
1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Californta 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933






